This study aims to provide more insight in the complex and dynamic relationships between interrogation techniques, changes in suspects' statements and the presence of a lawyer. In doing so, it shows the importance of taking into account the conditions under which interrogation techniques can elicit statements from suspects. Based on a Dutch sample of 168 police interviews of suspects in homicide cases structural equation modelling is used to analyse (1) the extent to which interrogation techniques mediate suspects changing their statement and (2) the extent to which the presence of a lawyer moderates the relationship between interrogation techniques and suspects changing their statement. The results show that manipulative interrogation techniques mediate the changing statement of silent suspects compared to suspects who give a statement on personal matters or deny only during interviews without a lawyer. Based on the findings it can be concluded that the presence of a lawyer can change the dynamics of police interviews of suspects. This is an important conclusion given the European developments in strengthening the safeguards of the rights of suspects in police custody. The presence of a lawyer might contribute to reducing false confessions, avoid tunnel vision, and prevent miscarriages of justice.
Introduction
The Dutch practice of interviewing suspects in police custody has recently been confronted with fundamental changes in suspects' rights to legal assistance as a result of events on both the national and the European level (Verhoeven 2014) . The European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) issued a judgment in the case of Salduz v. Turkey and formulated the basic premise that suspects being questioned by the police must have access to some form of legal assistance. 1 The Salduz judgment had far-reaching consequences for the Netherlands because, at the time of the judgment, the Dutch criminal justice system did not have a thoroughly regulated system that provided for legal assistance prior to, during and after police interviewing to safeguard the rights of suspects in police custody. Six months after the Salduz judgment, the Dutch Supreme Court made clear how the jurisprudence of the ECtHR must be interpreted in the Dutch criminal justice system.
2 Suspects were given the right to consult a lawyer prior to the interview by the police and specified categories of vulnerable suspects (juvenile suspects, mentally challenged suspects and those suspected of having committed serious criminal offences) were given the right to have a lawyer present during interviewing by the police. 3 These developments in suspects' rights to legal assistance have resulted in the adoption of regulatory instruments in the Netherlands 4 as well as at the level of the European Union 5 (Mevis and Verbaan 2014) .
After decades of discussions, prior consultation and the presence of a lawyer during police interviewing have become a reality in the Dutch criminal justice system (e.g. Blackstock et al. 2013) . Even though research on England and Wales, where lawyers have been present for almost 30 years, suggests otherwise, practitioners, some professionals and researchers have suggested that the presence of lawyers during police interviews might interfere with the fact-finding process. This would ultimately degrade the usefulness of police interviews as a criminal investigative tool (Fijnaut 1987 (Fijnaut , 2001 . When lawyers are present during interviewing, criminal investigators might be inclined to use certain techniques and strategies less or more (Leahy-Harland 2011) , suspects might use their right to silence more often and more tenaciously, and lawyers might interrupt the interview. These aspects could change the outcome of police interviews in terms of obtaining statements from suspects. Given the potential impact of developments in legal assistance on the outcome of police interviews, it is important to increase our understanding of the way in which the dynamics of police interviews might change when a lawyer is present. This study therefore focuses on the complex nature of the relationship between suspects changing their statement, interrogation techniques and the presence of a lawyer. Two research questions are addressed: (1) To what extent are interrogation techniques related to suspects changing their statement? (2) To what extent is the relationship between interrogation techniques and changes in suspects' statements dependent on the presence of a lawyer?
Results from a recent meta-analysis show that there are insufficient empirical findings from field studies to draw decisive conclusions about the extent to which various interviewing methods elicit true statements from suspects (Meissner et al. 2012) . The small sample sizes and the lack of advanced multivariate analytical techniques were given by Meissner et al. (2012) as the main reasons. The current study aims to contribute to the existing literature in two ways. First, the recent developments in legal assistance in the Netherlands and Europe offer a unique opportunity to study how conditions of police interviewing (in this study, giving suspects the right to have a lawyer present during police interviewing) might affect the relationship between interrogation techniques and the changing of statements by suspects. Second, structural equation modelling (SEM) is used, offering the opportunity to analyse changes in suspects' statements using longitudinal data (in this study, between start and end of the interrogation). SEM also offers the possibility to incorporate control variables to take into account important factors that might result in confounding the effects of interrogation techniques on the changing of statements by suspects.
Police interrogation techniques

Overarching categories of interviewing methods
Suspects are a valuable source of information in criminal investigations. In most cases, there were grounds for arresting the suspect and it is reasonable to assume that he/she can provide information about the crime and his/her involvement or the involvement of others. During a criminal investigation, suspects are interrogated in an attempt to find out what they do and do not know. However, suspects do not always willingly and spontaneously disclose (sufficiently detailed) information or are unable to provide information because they do not remember what happened or because they were not involved in the crime (they are innocent). Criminal investigators use a number of interrogation techniques in an attempt to elicit a statement (possibly a confession) from a suspect (Leo 1996 , Pearse and Gudjonsson 1999 , Soukara et al. 2009 , Bull 2014 .
In the literature, interrogation techniques are often divided into two overarching categories (Kelly et al. 2013 . On the one hand, there are the accusatorial, maximisation/minimisation, dominant and control-based methods. On the other hand, there are the information-gathering, humane and rapport-based methods (see, e.g. Holmberg and Christianson 2002 , Vrij et al. 2006 , Häk-känen et al. 2009 , Horgan et al. 2012 , Meissner et al. 2012 , Alison et al. 2014 . 6 The methods in the two categories differ in terms of their primary goal. In general, the accusatorial methods are aimed at obtaining a confession from the suspect. The 'Reid technique' (Inbau et al. 2013 ) is the most familiar and most frequently used model in the accusatorial methods category. In short, this model consists of two phases. During the first phase, the criminal investigator takes a relatively neutral approach in an attempt to assess the guilt or extent to which the suspect is telling the truth/lies and to retrieve general information which can then be used against the suspect during the interrogation. The interrogation goes into its second phase if the criminal investigator is convinced that the suspect is lying/guilty. The interrogation consists of nine steps and is essentially based on three main elements: (1) custody and isolation from the outside world increase anxiety, nervousness and insecurity and the need to free oneself from the situation, (2) confrontation in which the suspect is accused of the crime and sometimes (manufactured) evidence is used to stress the certainty of the accusation and (3) minimisation means that the criminal investigator adopts a sympathetic attitude and morally justifies the crime, implying to the suspect that he/she may be treated leniently and a confession therefore seems the best way out (Kassin and Gudjonsson 2004, p. 43) .
Contrary to the accusatorial methods, which are focused on obtaining a confession, the main aim of the information-gathering methods is to gather reliable information (Walsh and Bull 2015) . In order to achieve this, it is important to build rapport, to ensure that the accusation and the seriousness of the crime are explained to the suspect and to stress the importance of honesty and truth/fact-finding. Questioning and pointing out contradictions in the statement of the suspect based on the available evidence is used later, after the suspect has had ample opportunity to tell his/her side of the story (Dando et al. 2015) . In the context of police interviewing, the models based on the information-gathering methods are referred to as investigative interviewing or ethical interviewing (see Williamson 1993 , Milne and Bull 1999 , Williamson et al. 2009 ), the PEACE model (see Soukara et al. 2002) and the Cognitive Interview (see Memon et al. 2010) .
The Dutch General Interviewing Strategy
Despite the lack of published research findings on the interviewing methods used in the Netherlands, it is known that, at the time applicable to the data used in this study (2008) (2009) (2010) , criminal investigators were taught the General Interviewing Strategy (GIS) from the Questioning Manual (Amelsfoort et al. 2012) . According to the GIS, the available tactical evidence should be used to enclose or corner the suspect. The first phase of the GIS concerns a (social) interview during which criminal investigators attempt to gather general information on, as well as determine the involvement of, the suspect using open questions. The second phase concerns the interrogation. During the interrogation, available evidence is used in combination with information gathered in the first phase to confront suspects with any contradictions in their statements.
The Questioning Manual states that rapport is an important aspect of the GIS. This is based on the notion that suspects communicate more easily in an open atmosphere (Moston and Engelberg 1993 , Williamson 1993 , Holmberg and Christianson 2002 . Manipulation, described in the Questioning Manual as pushing, using tricks, threatening and making promises, is unacceptable, and in this respect the GIS relates to the information-gathering question methods. On the other hand, the GIS is based on the idea that the guilt of the suspect can and must be determined before the interrogation phase. In general terms, the GIS is therefore an interviewing method that attempts to influence a suspect who is presumed guilty into giving a statement (Vrij 2010) , an approach that is consistent with the accusatory questioning methods. To summarise, it can be concluded that the GIS consists of aspects from both the accusatory and information-gathering interviewing methods and techniques from both categories can be expected to be used during Dutch interviews of suspects. As is discussed below in the measures section, the focus of this study is on accusatory methods.
Interrogation techniques in relation to suspects' changing statements
The interaction that occurs between criminal investigators and suspects during interviewing is an intriguing field of research for social scientists (Lassiter and Ratcliff 2004) . The decision-making process of suspects and the extent to which interrogation techniques can influence that process in an attempt to elicit (truthful) statements has received limited attention. Such research has shown that the decision of suspects to give a statement during the interview depends on the interaction between case and suspect characteristics, interrogation techniques and the pressure and stress suspects experience while in police custody (e.g. Moston et al. 1992, St-Yves and Deslauriers-Varin 2009 ). This study proposes that a greater understanding of the relationship between interrogation techniques and suspects' statements during interrogations can be achieved by adopting a longitudinal analytical model. In this section, a generic model is conceptualised based on assumptions derived from a literature review in which a recent meta-analysis (Meissner et al. 2012 ) plays a central role.
That meta-analysis was based on findings of both field studies and experimental studies. The findings of the field studies are first used to derive the assumptions regarding the relationships that make up the conceptual analytical model. This step is followed by a discussion about the extent to which the findings of field studies are supported by the findings of experimental studies. Conceptualising the longitudinal analytical model starts with the statement of the suspect. The main aim of interrogation techniques is to influence the behaviour of the suspect in an attempt to elicit a statement. Influencing the statements of suspects assumes that some suspects change their statements during the interview (Bull and Soukara 2010) . For example, a suspect who initially denies having had anything to do with the crime (statement at t1) may decide during the interview to (partially) confess to the crime (changing statement at t2). In addition, it is assumed that the change in statement is dependent on the suspect's initial statement at t1. This relationship is depicted in Figure 1 by arrow (a).
Field studies have yielded three major findings on the relationship between interrogation techniques and suspects' statements. The first finding is that when certain interrogation techniques are used, suspects (partially) confess more often (Leo 1996 , King and Snook 2009 , Walsh and Bull 2012 . The second finding concerns the relationship between using open questions and revealing evidence and the change from denial to confession during the interview (Bull and Soukara 2010) . These findings suggest a positive relationship (c) in Figure 1 . The third finding of field studies is that both the behaviour and attitude of suspects and criminal investigators seem to be dependent on the combination of suspect and case characteristics (Moston et al. 1992 , Pearse et al. 1998 . Criminal investigators react to the person they are interviewing and to the manner in which the person behaves. The techniques investigators use and the extent to which they use the techniques seem to be dependent on the preceding statement of the suspect. This is depicted by relationship (b) in Figure 1 . Based on the empirical findings on the separate relationships depicted in Figure 1 , it is assumed that the relationship between the initial statement and the change in statement is (partially) via interrogation techniques. This situation is also referred to as mediation (Little et al. 2007) .
Field studies provide rich information about the interaction between criminal investigators and suspects but suffer from two important limitations. The first limitation is that no claims can be made about the causality of the relationship between interrogation techniques and suspects' statements (Bull and Milne 2004) . A positive relationship between the interrogation techniques used and the statements given therefore does not imply that suspects are actually influenced by the interrogation techniques. However, the positive relationship between interrogation techniques and the information provided by suspects found in field studies is supported by the findings of experimental studies, which also show that techniques of both the accusatory and information-gathering methods result in more confessions (e.g. Kassin and Kiechel 1996 , Russano et al. 2005 , Narchet et al. 2011 . The second limitation of field studies is that usually no claims can be made about the truthfulness of suspects' statements (but see Mann et al. 2004) . In experimental studies, the ground truth is known. This enables researchers to determine whether respondents give a true or false statement. Based on experimental studies in the meta-analysis mentioned above, its authors concluded that techniques of information-gathering methods increase the likelihood of true confessions but do not significantly increase the likelihood of false confessions. Techniques of accusatory methods, on the other hand, seem to increase the likelihood of both true and false confessions (Meissner et al. 2012) .
Legal assistance in relation to interrogation techniques and suspects' statements
In order to be able to answer the second research question, the previous mediation model must be extended. Practitioners, some professionals and researchers believe that the chance of success of interviewing in terms of obtaining statements from suspects decreases when a lawyer is present during the interview (Verhoeven and Stevens 2013) . In part, this might be because criminal investigators hold back in their attempt to influence and persuade suspects into giving a statement (Sullivan et al. 2008) . On the other hand, Leahy-Harland (2011) found 'stronger' tactics when lawyers were present. It might also be that suspects feel supported by the presence of the lawyer and are therefore less inclined to give statements (Clarke et al. 2011) . A third possibility is that lawyers might (even should) intervene when the criminal investigators exert too much pressure or when the suspect finds himself/herself in a difficult position. It is important to state here that during the Dutch experiment on which this study is based, lawyers had a passive role during an interview. This third possibility is therefore less prominent in this study.
The effect of the presence of a lawyer during the interview is expected to be visible in less strong relationships, depicted in Figure 1 , compared to interviews without a lawyer (moderation). Incorporating the presence of a lawyer during interviewing results in a moderated mediation model (Little et al. 2007 , Preacher et al. 2007 ).
Data, measures and analysis
Data
The data used in this study were collected in the two-year research project (2008) (2009) (2010) ) that evaluated the Dutch 'experiment with the presence of the lawyer during the first police interrogation' Verhoeven 2010, Verhoeven and Stevens 2012) . Although all suspects had the right to have their respective lawyers present and did not have the opportunity to waive this right, not all lawyers were able or willing to come to the police station. As a result, the data obtained consist of interviews with and without a lawyer being present.
The data consist of 70 murder/manslaughter cases 7 in four Dutch police districts (43% in AmsterdamAmstelland, 41% in Rotterdam-Rijnmond, 10% in Haaglanden, 6% in Midden-en West-Brabant). In these criminal cases, a total of 168 interviews of 94 suspects were observed. Of this total, 48% concerned a first interview, 36% a second interview and 15% a third interview. On average, 1.78 interviews per suspect were observed. Unfortunately, it proved difficult to collect reliable key information on suspects. The only suspect characteristics available are age and gender. Of the 94 suspects, 94.7% were male. The youngest suspect was 16 years old, the oldest suspect was 76 years old and the average age was 33.7.
Within the scope of the Dutch experiment, studios were built to record the interviews with four cameras. Researchers observed the video feeds real-time (while the suspect was interrogated) from a separate control room. This study was carried out qualitatively by preparing chronological reports of what happened during interviews. These reports mainly focus on the questions of the criminal investigators and the responses of suspects. Appendix 1 gives an overview of examples of quotes for each interrogation technique observed. In addition, a structured observation schema was used for coding interrogation techniques and characteristics of the interviews, suspects and cases in a quantitative manner. The data therefore cover the whole interview and can be considered longitudinal data.
The start of the interview is defined as the moment at which the criminal investigators inform the suspect for the first time that the interview will start and inform the suspect of his/her rights. The end of the interview is defined as the moment at which the criminal investigators print the statement and give it to the suspect to read and sign (if the suspect is willing to do so). As a result, the interviews vary in length from 12 minutes to over 10 hours. This might influence the relationship between interrogation techniques and changes in suspects' statements because, during a longer interview, there is more opportunity to use different kinds of interrogation techniques and to use them more often. For this reason, it is important to use the duration of the interview as a control variable (see Section 5.3.4).
Inter-observer reliability
The interviews were observed by seven researchers who are academically experienced in the field of interviewing suspects and legal assistance. Several measures were taken to reduce inter-observer differences in the coding of the interrogation techniques. From the start of the project, the interpretation and rating of interrogation techniques were discussed on a regular basis with all observers. Differences in interpretation and rating were therefore identified and reduced at an early stage. In addition, observers related the coding of the interrogation techniques to the applicable extracts in the qualitative reports. They did so by putting the ID of the interrogation techniques between square brackets in the text after the fragment that relates to the interrogation technique (see Box 1 for examples). All observation reports and coding schemes were then checked by one researcher to assess whether the ratings of the interrogation techniques reflected the description of interview proceedings derived from the qualitative report. In only a few cases were there obvious differences between the quantitative ratings and the qualitative report. In these cases, the initial observer adjusted the quantitative rating in the observation scheme. All quantitative ratings and qualitative reports were discussed by two researchers, a process which can be viewed as an alternative to an inter-observer reliability analysis. '[Name witness] told us that you are successful in theatre. That won't work with the line: "I won't say anything". The victim will never speak again. And why? Why did this happen? We won't rule out the fact that you might have spoken with other people. Do you want them to decide over you? You don't want that. Tomorrow you will be brought before the prosecutor. Does it make sense to interrogate you before that?' CI 2:
Box 1. Example of coding quotes from criminal investigators (CI
'A mother has the right to know what happened to her child. Can you imagine how it feels to outlive your own child? The relation between mother and child is the strongest there is. ' [P9] 5.3. Measures
Interrogation techniques
Information is available on 12 more coercive interrogation techniques 8 (see Table 1 ) that were selected based on previous research which found that these techniques are used during the interviewing of suspects in serious criminal cases such as murder/manslaughter (Baldwin 1993 , Leo 1996 , Kassin et al. 2007 , King and Snook 2009 . For each of the 12 interrogation techniques, the researchers indicated whether or not the technique was used during the interview. If the technique was used, the researchers indicated the degree to which it was used in the interview using a 5-point scale where 1 = 'used very little' and 5 = 'used very much' (this coding scale is comparable to the one used by Soukara et al. 2009 ). Table 1 shows that in most of the interviews observed, the 12 accusatory techniques were never used. The methodological consequence of the fact that the interrogation techniques observed are not used often is that the variables are skewed. Because of the ordinal scale and the skewed distribution, the variables are used as categorical measured variables in the measurement model. The model fit is assessed based on the weighted least-squares (WLSMV) estimating procedure in Mplus (Muthén and Muthén 1998-2007) .
Changing of statements by suspects
The statement of a suspect at the start and at the end of the interview is used to assess the change in a suspect's behaviour. Giving a statement is measured as the extent to which suspects disclose information.
9 Five categories are distinguished: (1) remain silent, (2) speak about personal and common affairs, (3) speak about the offence, (4) deny and (5) confess. The qualitative reports of the observations are used to classify interviews based on suspects' statements at the start and at the end of interviews. Table 2 shows that in most interviews (46.4%), suspects talk about personal and common matters at the start. Examples include providing personal details and talking about work, sport or hobbies. In 33.9% of the interviews, suspects are silent at the start. This means that suspects do not say anything or that they actively use their right to remain silent. In 13.1% suspects give a statement relating to the offence at the start. In these cases, suspects admit, for example, to having been at the place where the crime was committed. In 3.6% suspects at the start deny to have any involvement in the crime. Finally, in 3% suspects at the start confess to having committed the crime. The data contain relatively few interviews during which suspects deny or confess at the start. To make sure that there are enough observations in each cell during the analyses, the categories 'personal affairs statement' and 'denial' are combined (because in neither do the suspects admit anything) and the categories 'offence statement' and 'confession' are combined. For the analyses, the categorical variable 'statement at start' is recoded into three dummy variables: (1) silent, (2) statement personal affairs/denial and (3) statement offence/confess. Table 1 shows that, at the start, in about 34% of the interviews suspects remain silent, in about 50% suspects give a statement on personal and common matters or deny their involvement and in about 16% suspects give a statement on the offence or confess.
The results from Table 2 also show that in 47% of the interviews (the percentages above and below the diagonal in Table 2 combined) suspects change their statement. For example, in 17.3% of the interviews, they change from a statement on personal matters to a statement on the offence (increasing disclosure of information). In 1.8% suspects change from giving a statement on the offence to remaining silent (decreasing disclosure of information). A dummy variable is constructed to capture the changing of relevant statements by suspects between the start and the end.
Legal assistance
A dummy variable is used to differentiate interviews according to the presence or absence of a lawyer. Table 1 shows that a lawyer was present in 70% of the interviews. This dummy variable is used as the grouping variable to test whether mediation of the relationship between the statement at the start and the change in statement brought about by interrogation techniques is moderated by the presence of a lawyer. This is further explained in Section 5.4.
Control variables
To take general differences between interviews into account, two control variables are used: (1) duration of the interview and (2) first interview. Duration of the interview is an important control because a lengthy interview can in itself be seen as an interrogation technique. In addition, the longer an interview, the greater the probability of different interrogation techniques being used and the more intensively these techniques can be used (Drizin and Leo 2004 , Kassin and Blair 2005 , Feld 2006 ). The duration of the interview is measured in hours corrected for the total amount of intermissions. Table 1 shows an average length of two and a half hours. The shortest lasted only 12 minutes, whereas the longest took more than 10 hours. The duration of two could not be determined because the observers missed the start or the end. 10 An important aspect of the GIS is the sequence of the interviews. The first interview should be used as a social interview during which personal details are obtained and criminal investigators build rapport. During subsequent interviews, a variety of interrogation techniques can be used in an attempt to elicit a statement from the suspect (Amelsfoort et al. 2012) . The extent to which interrogation techniques are used and, related to that, the possibility to influence suspects' statements can be dependent on the sequence of the interviews. To assess these differences, a dummy variable is used to indicate whether the interview is the first one or a subsequent one. Table 2 shows that 48% are first interviews.
Analysis
SEM is used to analyse the extent to which the 12 selected interrogation techniques mediate the change in statement and whether this mediation is moderated by the presence of a lawyer. SEM is described as a combination of factor analysis and multiple regression analysis and consists of two parts: (1) a measurement model and (2) a structural model (Schreiber et al. 2006) . The measurement model concerns the factor analysis which is used to reduce a set of measured (observed) variables to one or more latent variables (not observed directly). 11 In line with previous research (Pearse and Gudjonsson 1999, Kassin et al. 2007) , the factor analysis (measurement model) is adopted to show whether the 12 interrogation techniques should be regarded as one latent variable (dimensions of pressure or mesolevel interrogation domain) or as multiple latent variables (several dimensions/ mesolevel interrogation domains).
The structural model consists of a series of regression equations used to estimate the direct, indirect and total effects of exogenous (independent) variables on endogenous (dependent) variables. Both exogenous and endogenous variables may be measured or latent. As discussed above, the data used in this study concern complete interviews. In this respect, the data can be considered as longitudinal data. From this basic assumption it can be argued that the statement of the suspect at the start (t1) precedes the deployment of interrogation techniques, which in turn precedes the change in the suspect's statement at the end (t2). This results in the time-dependent order of variables given below (mediation):
. Regression of interrogation techniques on silent and statement on offence/confess at the start (t1).
12
. Regression of changing statement (t2) on interrogation techniques and on silent and statement on offence/confess at the start (t1).
Two structural models are estimated. The basic model estimates the regression equations as described above based on the complete sample of interviews. This model is used to test whether the relationship between suspects' statements at the start and changes in suspects' statements by the end is mediated by the use of interrogation techniques. In addition, the aim of this study is to test whether this mediation is dependent on the presence of a lawyer during the interview. This is tested with a two-group model, which estimates the relationships between the variables as described above for the group 'no lawyer present' and for the group 'lawyer present'.
Additional choices were made concerning the analytical procedure. First, in this study the SEM models are estimated in two steps. The measurement model for categorical measured variables (interrogation techniques) are estimated during the first step. The measurement model indicates whether distinguishing dimensions/mesolevel interrogation domains adequately fit the data (see 'measurement model' section). The structural model is estimated during the second step. This analytical strategy is chosen because the combined estimation of the measurement and structural model would result in an over-specified model. This two-step strategy has been employed in other studies that used SEM (see, e.g. Hoffman et al. 2013) . Second, the estimated models consist of a combination of categorical and continuous variables. Previous research suggests that under these circumstances robust weighted least-squares (WLSMV) procedures are advisable because in most cases they result in reliable estimates of test statistics, parameters and standard errors (e.g. Flora and Curran 2004, Spohn et al. 2014 ). Third, the data used in this study have a nested (or hierarchical) structure.
Two levels are distinguished: interviews (level 1) which are nested within suspects (level 2). Multilevel models should be used to analyse data with a nested structure (Snijders and Bosker 1999) . The models estimated in this study do not contain level-2 variables.
13 Under these conditions, the 'type = complex' analysis can be used in Mplus. Using 'type = complex', the standard errors are corrected for the level-2 variance (Muthén and Muthén 1998-2007) , in this study the level of the suspects (e.g. correction for variation between suspects in changing statements at the level of the interview).
Results
Measurement model: manipulative and confrontational techniques
Manipulation and confrontation are two mechanisms of influencing suspects during interviewing that have been identified in previous studies (e.g. Pearse and Gudjonsson 1999, Kelly et al. 2013 ). The measurement model is used to show whether the 12 interrogation techniques can be divided into manipulative and confrontational techniques. This is done in several steps. First, a model is estimated based on all 12 interrogation techniques loading on one latent variable. The fit of this model (CFI = .898; RMSEA = .070) is not acceptable when using CFI ≥ .95 and RMSEA < .06 as a rule of thumb.
14 Second, a model is estimated based on seven observed variables for the latent variable manipulative techniques and five observed variables for the latent variable confrontational techniques. Although the fit of this model (CFI = .942; RMSEA = .054) is better than the initial model, the observed variable making promises has a low standardised factor loading (.375) on latent variable manipulative techniques. Furthermore, additional analysis has shown that the observed variable confrontation with statements of others loads on confrontational as well as manipulative techniques. These two variables are therefore left out of the analyses. Thus the final measurement model is estimated based on five observed variables for latent variable manipulative techniques and five observed variables for latent variable confrontational techniques. The results of the final measurement model are presented in Table 3 . The fit indices show an acceptable model fit (CFI = .952; RMSEA = .057) and the standardised factor loadings of all interrogation techniques are larger than .45.
The results from this model show that the interrogation techniques can be distinguished into two dimensions/mesolevel interrogation domains. First, the confrontational techniques can be described as an interviewing method that resembles the 'cornering tactic' advocated by the Dutch GIS. Using available (circumstantial) evidence and pointing out contradictions, criminal investigators try to corner the suspect so that giving a statement seems the easiest way out of the interview (Amelsfoort et al. 2012). Second, the manipulative techniques can best be described as an interviewing method with which criminal investigators attempt to persuade the suspect into giving a statement. It should be noted that this involves a different level of manipulation than the structural and intensive misleading to which, for example, American suspects can be exposed (Skolnick and Leo 1992, Kassin et al. 2007 ).
Structural models: relationships between interrogation techniques, suspects' statements and the presence of a lawyer
The results from the structural models are presented in Figures 2 to 4 , which are derived from the table in Appendix 2. The basic model tests whether interrogation techniques mediate the relationship between suspects' statements at the start of the interview and changes in their statements. This basic model has an acceptable model fit (CFI = .983; RMSEA = .037). Figure 2 shows significant negative relationships between changing a statement and silence at the start of the interview (β = −.742) and a statement on the offence/confession at the start of the interview (β = −.281). This means that suspects who remain silent and suspects who give a statement on the offence or confess at the onset of the interview (not surprisingly) change their statement at the end less often than suspects who talk about personal and common matters or deny at the start.
The results also show a significant positive relationship between silence at the start and manipulative techniques (β = .275) and between a statement on the offence/confession and confrontational techniques (β = .153). This indicates that, on average, criminal investigators use more manipulative techniques when suspects remain silent at the start of the interview compared to when suspects give a statement on personal and common matters or deny. On average, criminal investigators also use more confrontational techniques when suspects at the start give a statement on the offence or confess compared to when suspects give a statement on personal and common matters or deny.
Furthermore, only confrontational techniques have a significant positive relationship with the changing of a statement (β = .208). When investigators use, on average, more confrontational techniques, suspects change their statements more often.
From the relationships as a whole, as presented in Figure 2 , it follows that only the relationship between a statement on the offence or a confession at the start and a changed statement at the end might be mediated by confrontational techniques. However, additional tests indicate that no such indirect effects are significant (see Table 4 ). Based on the results from the basic model, it can be concluded that the various interrogation techniques do not individually seem to mediate the relationship between suspects' statements at the start of the interview and the change in statements.
The second question posed in this study is whether the relationships between a statement at the start, interrogation techniques and a changed statement are moderated by a lawyer being present during the interview. In order to answer this question the relationships from the basic model are estimated in a two-group model (with a lawyer present or not). The results from this model are presented in Figures 3 and 4 (derived from the results presented in Appendix 2). The two-group model has an acceptable model fit (CFI = .980; RMSEA = .039), indicating that the presence of a lawyer moderates the relationships between a statement at the start, interrogation techniques and a changed statement.
The main difference between the two groups is that the relationships between a changed statement and silence (b = −2.481), manipulative techniques (b = .467) and confrontational techniques (b = .525) are stronger in the no lawyer present group (lawyer present group, respectively: b = −2.106; . This indicates that when a lawyer is not present, the statements of suspects who remain silent at the start compared to suspects who give a statement on personal matters or deny change less often between the start and the end than when a lawyer is present.
In addition, when a lawyer is not present, suspects change their statements more often between the start and the end when criminal investigators use manipulative and confrontational techniques than during interviews at which a lawyer is present.
Finally, silence has a stronger relationship with manipulative techniques in the no lawyer present group than in the lawyer present group. This means that during interviews with no lawyer present, criminal investigators use on average more manipulative techniques when dealing with silent suspects compared to suspects who initially give a statement on personal matters or deny than during interviews with the lawyer present.
From the relationships as a whole, as presented in Figures 3 and 4 , it follows that only the relationship between silence and changing a statement might be mediated by manipulative techniques in the no lawyer group. Additional tests show that this indirect effect of silence at the start on changing a statement via manipulative techniques is significant (see Table 4 ). The total standardised coefficient of the effect of silence on changing a statement when taking into account manipulative and confrontational techniques is β = −.589, with a significant standardised coefficient of β = .169 for the specific indirect effect of silence on changing a statement via manipulative techniques. Table 4 shows that the direct effect of silence on changing a statement is β = −.823. From the comparison of the total effect and the direct effect, it follows that the relationship between silence at the start and changing a statement is suppressed. By taking into account manipulative techniques, the relationship between silence and changing a statement is reduced by .169 (see indirect effect in Table 4 : silence at the start → manipulative techniques → changing a statement).
Conclusion
In this study SEM is used on a relatively large sample of Dutch interviews of homicide suspects in an attempt to identify mechanisms through which suspects can be influenced to change their statement. Based on ten of twelve accusatory interrogation techniques selected for this study two mechanisms could be identified: confrontation and manipulation. Confrontational techniques resemble the 'cornering tactic' advocated by the Dutch GIS (Amelsfoort et al. 2012) . Criminal investigators use available (circumstantial) evidence to point out contradictions in an attempt to corner the suspect so that giving a statement seems the easiest way out of the interview (Soukara et al. 2009 ). Manipulative techniques can best be described as an interviewing method criminal investigators use in an attempt to (psychologically) persuade suspects into giving a statement (Kassin et al. 2010) . Furthermore, results show that criminal investigators seem to use manipulative techniques instead of confrontational techniques in an attempt elicit a statement of suspects who initially remain silent. When suspects initially give a statement on the offence or confess criminal investigators seem to use confrontational techniques. The reason might be that they use the available information to get a more detailed statement from the suspect. Only confrontational techniques seem to be related to changes in suspects' statements.
Taking into account the presence of a lawyer reveals that confrontational and manipulative techniques do not seem to be related to changes in suspects' statement when the lawyer is present but seem to do so when the lawyer is not present. Furthermore, only when the lawyer is not present, manipulative techniques seem to have a stronger effect on silent suspects changing their statements than on suspects talking about personal and common matters or who deny (mediation). Other relationships do not seem to be influenced by the presence of a lawyer. Criminal investigators seem to use manipulative techniques when confronted with a suspect who initially remains silence regardless of whether the lawyer is present or not. No significant relationships are found between initial statement and confrontational techniques during interviews with and without a lawyer.
The findings of this study indicate that the presence of a lawyer can change interview dynamics. Manipulative techniques seem to mediate the changing statement of suspects who initially remain silent only when the lawyer is not present. This is a valuable contribution to the relevant body of literature because it shows the importance of taking into account the conditions (in this study legal assistance) under which specific interviewing methods might result in obtaining information from suspects (Kassin et al. 2010) .
It is important to keep in mind that this is a field study, which intrinsically comes with two major limitations. First, no claims can be made about the causality of the relationships. Although information on the whole interview can be considered as longitudinal data, the analytical design does not rule out that the observed changes in suspects' statements are caused by factors other than interrogation techniques, such as case characteristics, the available evidence, the characteristics of suspects, the course of the interview, and the structure of the interview (Moston et al. 1992) . However, SEM offers the opportunity to control for such important factors that might result in confounding effects of interrogation techniques and sets a new direction for future research. Second, no claims can be made about interrogation techniques eliciting true statements.
Another issue concerns the finding that an important specific interrogation technique (e.g. Kassin et al. 2007, King and Snook 2009 ) -confrontation with statements of others -seems to belong to both confrontational as well as manipulative techniques (having a negative impact on the fit statistics) and is therefore left out of the analyses. Looking at examples of this technique such as 'They say the weapon is yours.' and 'You get it that people are pointing at you considerably. Your buddies are grassing on you, aren't they?!' (see Appendix 1) suggests that criminal investigators use statements of others to both confront suspects with results from the criminal investigation as well as influence the suspect in a more psychological way.
Despite these limitations, the findings indicate that the presence of a lawyer during the interviewing of suspects might change to some extent the complex, dynamic relationship between interrogation techniques and suspects changing their statements. This is an important finding given the recent European developments in strengthening the safeguards of suspects' rights at the stage of police interviewing. On the one hand, the presence of a lawyer might prevent criminal investigators from using coercive interrogation techniques in an attempt to secure a statement that, given the coercive element, may be a false one. On the other hand, the presence of a lawyer might strengthen the position of the suspect so that he/she is less susceptible to coercive interrogation techniques.
Either way, the presence of a lawyer might induce criminal investigators to focus on obtaining valuable and reliable information from the suspect being interviewed using less coercive interrogation techniques. Ultimately, the presence of a lawyer might contribute to a reduction in false confessions, prevent tunnel vision and prevent miscarriages of justice. 6. For reasons of readability, 'accusatory methods' will henceforth be used to refer to the first category and 'information-gathering methods' will henceforth be used to refer to the second category. 7. It is likely that the selection of serious criminal cases resulted in above-average use of coercive interrogation techniques and relatively many suspects using their right to silence. It is therefore not possible to extend any conclusions drawn to other, less serious offences. 8. Using the data from the Dutch experiment limited the information available to 12 accusatory methods. 9. With the data used in this study, it was not possible to determine whether suspects were telling the truth or not. 10. Maximum likelihood estimation is used in Mplus assuming that the missing data is completely random. The models were also estimated leaving the two interrogations with missing data on duration of interrogation out of the analyses. The results were similar and the conclusions remained the same. 11. In the visual representation of SEM models, the measured variables are depicted as rectangular shapes while the latent variables are depicted as elliptical shapes. 12. In the analyses, statement on personal and common matters or deny is used as the reference category. 13. Information is available on two suspect characteristics (level 2): age and gender. Additional two-level models incorporating these variables as covariates showed no significant effects and the general conclusions remained similar. 14. Many indices are available for determining the model fit. To make determining the model fit even more complex, there is no consensus on which fit index is best used in a given situation nor on the thresholds of the indices (see, e.g. Schreiber et al. 2006; Lei 2009 ). In this study, the CFI and the RMSEA are used to assess the fit of the models. As a rule of thumb, a CFI≥.95 and a RMSEA<.06 are used for an acceptable model fit. 
